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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-11, 13-15 and 17-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,526,039 Bl to Dahlman et al ("Dahlrnan"). 

As to claim 1, data is conveyed on at least one coded channel transmitted by at 
least one neighbor base station via a serving base station to the terminal in the form of a 
list, hi particular, see e.g., figure 2 for more than one base station (also see e.g., column 
9, lines 40-55) where a source base station (i.e., serving base station) transmits an 
estimate of RTD between the source base station and each of the base stations on the 
neighborhood list to a mobile (i.e., terminal), see e.g., column 6, lines 3-18. The mobile, 
in-turn, transmits an estimate of RTD (i.e., an estimate of symbol timing of each code 
channel in respect of the timing of the serving base station) along with other information 
to the base station controller. The mobile (i.e., terminal) uses the information to measure 
the signal timing of neighborhood base stations, see e.g., figure 5 and column 11, line 54 
- column 12, line 40. 

As to claim 2, the mobile computes an estimate from each base station, see e.g., 
column 12, lines 1-16. 
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As to claim 3, the base station controller requests data in order to maintain the 
table, see e.g., column 12, lines 1-16. 

As to claim 5, either the pilot (i.e., sync channel) or traffic channel can be used, 
see e.g., column 12, line 25. 

As to claim 6, although two base stations are recommended, more base stations 
such as three can be used to improve accuracy, see e.g., column 9, lines 40-55. 

As to claim 7, the base station controller is part of the fixed network, see e.g., 
column 12, lines 1-16. 

As to claim 8, see e.g., column 11, lines 54-66. 

As to claim 9, all values that fall outside the threshold are disregarded, see e.g., 
column 7, lines 7-21. 

As to claim 10, the information is propagated via the list from the source base 
station, see e.g., column 6, lines 1-17. 

As to claim 11, the system is asynchronous such that the symbols for different 
base stations are not all transmitted at the same time, see e.g., column 11, lines 54-67. 

As to claim 13, see similar rejection to claim 1. In particular, the method can be 
applied to a radio system. 

As to claim 14, see similar rejection to claim 2. 

As to claim 15, see similar rejection to claim 3. 

As to claim 17, see similar rejection to claim 5. 

As to claim 18, see similar rejection to claim 6. 

As to claim 19, see similar rejection to claim 7. 
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As to claim 20, see similar rejection to claim 



8. 



As to claim 21, see similar rejection to claim 



9. 



As to claim 22, see similar rejection to claim 



10. 



As to claim 23, see similar rejection to claim 



11. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 4 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,526,039 Bl to Dahlman et al ("Dahlman") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,226,317 
Bl to Bruckert et al ("Bruckert"). 

In making a proper obviousness rejection under MPEP 706.02(j), the examiner 
will address the following four steps: 

a) the relevant teachings of the prior art relied upon, preferably with reference 
to the relevant column or page number(s) and line numbers where 
appropriate; 

b) the difference of differences in the claim(s) over the applied cited references; 

c) the proposed modification of the applied reference(s) necessary to arrive at 
the claimed subject matter; and 

d) an explanation why one skilled in the art at the time of the invention was made 
would have been motivated to make the proposed modification. 

As such to claim 4, for step (a) Dahlman discloses limitations in the base claim. 

For step (b) Dahlman is silent or deficient to the further limitation selecting for 

data transmission code channels (CHI to CH3) which have the highest transmission 
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power in the direction of the base station serving the terminal. In particular, Dahlman 
does not discuss transmission power. 

Bruckert teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., column 4, line 17-35. 

For step (c), the proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) 
necessary to arrive at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Dahlman by 
clarifying that it is known in the art to select a channel able to transmit at maximum 
power to avoid at least interference. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for step (d), three basic 

criteria must be met. The three criteria according to MPEP 706.02(j) are as follows: 

First there must be some suggestion or modification, either in the reference(s) 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to 
modify the reference or to combine the reference teachings. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. 

As such, for step (d) examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one 

skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to include the further limitation selecting 

for data transmission code channels (CHI to CH3) which have the highest transmission 

power in the direction of the base station serving the terminal. In particular, the 

motivation for modifying the reference or to combine the reference teachings would be 

reduce interference by transmitting the location information on a channel with a higher 

power. In particular, Bruckert cures the above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation 

found at e.g., column 4, line 17-35. Second, there would be a reasonable expectation of 

success since both reference teach CDMA and determining location based on pilot 
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information transmitted in a time slot in particular. Thus the references either in singular 
or in combination teach the above claim limit ation(s). 

As to claim 16, see similar rejection to claim 4. 
5. Claims 12 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,526,039 Bl to Dahlman et al (^Dahlman") in view of U.S. Patent Application 
2003/0210667 Al to Zhengdi et al ("Zhengdi"). 

In making a proper obviousness rejection under MPEP 706.02(j), the examiner 
will address the following four steps mentioned previously. 

As such to claim 12, for step (a) Dahlman discloses limitations in the base claim. 

For step (b) Dahlman is silent or deficient to the further limitation decoding the 
received spreading coding of the signal of the code channel, multiplying the signal by a 
predetermined symbol sequence to generate an estimate of the impulse response of the 
channel and measuring the timing of the received signal by coherently averaging the 
estimates of the impulse response. 

Zhengdi teaches the further recited limitation above at e.g., paragraph 0050 at 

page 3. 

For step (c), the proposed modification of the above-applied reference(s) 
necessary to arrive at the claimed subject matter would be to modify Dahlman by 
clarifying that it is known in the art to estimate the impulse response as part of coherent 
averaging. 

As such, for step (d) examiner notes that it would have been obvious to one 
skilled in the art prior to applicant's invention to include the further limitation decoding 
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the received spreading coding of the signal of the code channel, multiplying the signal by 
a predetermined symbol sequence to generate an estimate of the impulse response of the 
channel and measuring the timing of the received signal by coherently averaging the 
estimates of the impulse response. In particular, the motivation for modifying the 
reference or to combine the reference teachings would be to improve the estimate of the 
impulse response of a period of time or time slots. In particular, Zhengdi cures the 
above-cited deficiency by providing a motivation found at e.g., paragraph 0050 at page 3. 
Second, there would be a reasonable expectation of success since channel estimation is 
based on CDMA. Thus the references either in singular or in combination teach the 
above claim limitation(s). 

As to claim 24, see similar rejection to claim 12. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Derrick W. Ferris whose telephone number is (703) 305-4225. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9 A.M. - 4:30 P.M. E.S.T. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on (703) 308-5340. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Derrick W. Ferris 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2663 




